Historical outline
At the beginning of the fourteenth century the world of the eastern Mediterranean was a counterpane of political powers with small states forming and large ones in decline. The Seljuks of Rum, dominant in Anatolia since the twelfth century, had been defeated at the battle of Ko Èsedag AE, north-west of Sivas, in 1243 by the Mongols, who then became the major power in the region. By 1300, however, Mongol power in Anatolia had declined. The Byzantine state was a mere remnant of its former glory, losing even its capital in 1204 to the fourth crusade. Although the emperor Michael VIII Palaeologos was able to regain the city in 1261 the empire's Asiatic possessions had by now been reduced to a small strip of land in western Anatolia. From this time the Byzantine rulers set out in a constant, but fruitless, search for help from the west in an attempt to guarantee their state's survival. Off the coast of Anatolia, the patchwork of islands scattered through the Aegean was under Latin or Byzantine control. The Genoese were established in Chios, ®rst under the control of the Zaccaria family from the early fourteenth century to 1329, and then, from 1346, under the Maona. The Genoese family of the Gattilusio controlled Lesbos (Mytilene) from 1354. The Genoese were also established in Phokaea (modern Foc Ëa), on the Anatolian coastline opposite Chios, initially under the Zaccaria family, from the late thirteenth century, and in Pera, on the European side of the Golden Horn opposite Constantinople, from 1267. Venice controlled Crete and Negroponte, and Venetian lords ruled in many of the islands including Naxos and Andros, which formed, together with other nearby islands, the duchy of Naxos, as well as on Mykonos, Karpathos and Santorini. The Hospitallers established themselves on Rhodes at the beginning of the fourteenth century and controlled the islands nearby, including Kos and Patmos. Like the Genoese, the Hospitallers too were later to establish themselves on the Anatolian coast, building a castle at Bodrum at the beginning of the ®fteenth century. In 1344 combined Christian forces seized the harbour of I Ç zmir, and the Latins remained there until its fall to Timur in 1402.
By 1300, the Turks had reached the Aegean coastline. Various petty states emerged. In the central area, based on Konya, was Karaman, the most important beylik in this period and one that was to continue as a thorn in the side of the Ottomans well into the ®fteenth century. The conquest had to be after the visit of ibn Battuta in the early 1330s, as he met the independent ruler there. The earliest source to date it is the Chronological List of 1421, which places it 1348/9 (Imber, Ottoman Empire, pp. 21±2). 3 Germiyan was taken probably soon after 1375. The Chronological List of 1421, the earliest source to date the event, places it in 1378/9 (Imber, Ottoman Empire, p. 27). Hamid fell shortly after the conquest of Germiyan (ibid.). 4 Nes Ëri dates it 1386, the Chronological List of 1421 to 1388 (Imber, Ottoman Empire, p. 28).
took Edirne (Adrianople), probably in 1369, 5 defeated the forces under the Serbian despots of Macedonia, Ugles Ïa and Vlkas Ïin in the battle of C Ë irmen on the Maritsa river in 1371 and, the way to Bulgaria and Macedonia now open before them, advanced into Bulgaria, taking Plovdiv (Philippopolis, Filibe) and Zagora and probably conquering much of Bulgaria. The Tsardom of Tarnovo seems also to have fallen under Ottoman suzerainty around this period while Ottoman attacks were launched into the kingdom of Bosnia and Serbia, Nis Ë falling in 1385. Further south, Ottoman forces were active in Greece, taking Thessaloniki in 1387. Two years later Murad invaded Serbia. In the famous battle between the Ottomans and the Serbs on the plain of Kosovo both Murad and the Serbian prince Lazar were killed.
Serbia then descended into a period of internal feuding. The Ottoman state, however, appears to have been more stable for, although it is possible that there may have been a power struggle between Murad's son Bayezid and his brother in the period immediately after Murad's death, any such dispute was over by October 1389 when the Genoese podesta Á of Pera con®rmed the peace treaty concluded between Genoa and Bayezid. 6 Under Bayezid (1389±1402), the Ottoman state continued its expansion. In Anatolia, the beyliks of Mentes Ëe and Aydãn fell to the Ottomans in the winter of 1389/90 and Karaman once more came under attack. Accompanied by the Byzantine emperor Manuel II as his vassal, Bayezid campaigned against the I Ç sfendiyarog AElu territory round Kastamonu and was probably successful in establishing control over northern Anatolia as far east as the Kãzãlãrmak, which runs from the Black Sea, just west of Sinop, and passes just east of Ankara before turning east towards Sivas.
In Europe, Bayezid was locked into a power struggle over Serbia with King Sigismund of Hungary, a struggle in which Bayezid ultimately came out on top. Ottoman forces moved into Bulgaria and Wallachia. The menace of Ottoman advance forced both Sigismund and the Byzantine emperor Manuel, whose capital was now under Turkish siege and would remain so until 1402, to seek allies in the west. As a result a large crusading force was assembled, with troops from France, Germany and England, as well as those from Hungary. In 1396 this army met the Ottoman forces in battle at Nikopolis, on the Danube west of Ruse in modern Bulgaria, and was soundly defeated, thus effectively ending the era of Christian crusading to the east.
With the crushing of the crusaders, the position of Constantinople now looked very grave indeed and Manuel turned once more to the west for urgent help, which, apart from the arrival in the city of Marshal Boucicault, sent in 1399 by Charles VI of France, was not forthcoming. Bayezid moved on into Hungary and took Vidin. He was now master of the lands lying south of the Danube.
The Ottomans were also advancing in the region to the south, in Albania, Epiros and southern Greece, by means both of conquest and marriage. They were considerably helped in the Peloponnese by the presence of different warring Latin and Greek lords, among whom they could easily, allying with one against another, apply the principle of divide and rule. Ottoman advance was not merely on land, for Turkish ships increasingly conducted raids in the Aegean and harassed Latin navigation both there and through the straits.
Ottoman success in Europe was matched by continuing success in Anatolia. In 1397 Bayezid launched a campaign against Karaman as a result of which its ruler, Alaeddin, lost his life and the beylik lost its independence. To the north, Bayezid took Samsun from the I Ç sfendiyarog AEullarã, and Amasya. To the east, Burhan al-Din, the ruler of Sivas, was killed, the Akkoyunlu clan defeated and Sivas taken. To the south Bayezid seized Malatya from the Mamluks. By the end of the century, Bayezid's control stretched from Sivas and Malatya in the east, across the central plateau and over the whole of western Anatolia. This control was, however, transient rather than solidly based and within two years the whole edi®ce was to be reduced to rubble by an enemy approaching from the east.
Timur, born in Transoxiana probably in the 1320s or 1330s, 7 swept at the head of his forces across Central Asia and, at the turn of the ®fteenth century, into Anatolia. In 1402, at the battle of Ankara, Timur in¯icted a shattering defeat on the Ottoman army and took Bayezid captive. Ottoman authority fractured into fratricidal ®ghting between Bayezid's sons, and the independent beyliks were re-established by Timur. Ottoman territory was now reduced to lands in northern Anatolia stretching from the Sea of Marmara to Bursa, Ankara and Sivas in the east and northwards to Amasya. After the defeat of their father, Bayezid's sons scattered. Su È leyman ed to Europe, Mehmed to the region of Amasya, Tokat and Sivas, and Isa, apparently, to Bursa, while Musa appears to have been taken captive with his father. What happened to Mustafa is unclear. 8 There followed a period of internecine struggle among the sons of Bayezid from which Mehmed eventually emerged the victor.
It was during Mehmed I's reign (1413±21) that the Ottoman state was once more rebuilt. Mehmed was able both to overcome the internal revolts in Anatolia in 1416 under S Ëeyh Bedreddin and Bo È rklu È ce Mustafa, and to extend his territories in Anatolia and in Europe. The beyliks of Aydãn and Mentes Ëe, revived by Timur, now lost their independence and passed under permanent Ottoman control. The I Ç sfendiyarog AEullarã and Karaman too suffered defeats at the hands of the new Ottoman ruler while the Genoese lost their colony in Samsun to him in 1420. In Europe, Mehmed's forces advanced in Albania and reduced Wallachia to vassal status, raided Bosnia and attacked Negroponte. By 1421 therefore, when Mehmed died, the Ottoman state had re-emerged after the disaster of the battle of Ankara and the subsequent internecine ®ghting.
Although the position of the state was now far more stable than it had been ten years before, the early phase of the reign of Mehmed's son and successor, Murad II (1421±51), was by no means easy, for his initial task was to survive civil war. Challenged ®rst by his uncle, Du È zme Mustafa, and then by his brother Mustafa, Murad overcame both attempts to oust him from power. His initial task was to establish ®rm Ottoman control in the European section of the empire and in Anatolia where he campaigned against the perennial Ottoman enemy, Karaman, and secured Ottoman power in the north-east and west. In Europe, the position was complicated for the Ottomans by the presence of a successful commander, John Hunyadi, the voyvoda of Transylvania. Hunyadi defeated Ottoman forces both in 1441 and again in 1442.
Murad's main aim at this point was to secure peaceful relations with the surrounding powers. He had already made a treaty with the Byzantines in 1424, after his unsuccessful siege of Constantinople at the beginning of his reign. Now, after the Hungarian campaign of 1443, he concluded the treaty of Edirne with Serbia and Hungary in 1444 and an agreement with Karaman in the same year. It was at this point, having thus apparently stabilised relations with his neighbours, that Murad abdicated in favour of his son Mehmed.
Mehmed II's ®rst reign was to be both brief and dif®cult. The treaty of Edirne did not prove to be very reliable for, in September, John Hunyadi and King Vladislav I of Hungary crossed the Danube against the Ottomans. Murad, who had returned from retirement to lead the campaign, commanded the Ottoman forces. The two armies met in battle near Varna. The Hungarian forces were defeated, Vladislav being killed and Hunyadi¯eeing from the battle®eld.
Murad's return to the political stage was temporary and after this Ottoman victory he once more withdrew, leaving Mehmed precariously in charge. Mehmed's reign, however, did not continue for long and was brought down two years later by a janissary revolt in Edirne. Murad's second reign now began with his recall to the throne and ended with his death in 1451. During this period Ottoman forces in Europe overcame John Hunyadi who, although defeated with the Hungarian forces at the battle of Varna in 1444, was not crushed until the second battle of Kosovo in 1448.
Another opponent of Ottoman rule in the Balkans was George Kastriote, who came to be known as Scanderbeg, a corruption of his Muslim name I Ç skender Bey. Based in Albania, Scanderbeg was able to hold out against Murad by retreating out of reach after each encounter. Further to the south, Ottoman forces operated in the Peloponnese and against Venetian territories attacking Negroponte in the later 1440s, and the islands of Tinos and Mykonos in 1450.
Murad II's reign came to an end with his death in February 1451. Mehmed II (1451±81) ascended the throne once again and, two years later, captured the city of Constantinople and with it the Genoese settlement of Pera.
Genoa itself passed much of the 150 years between the beginning of the fourteenth century and the fall of Constantinople in a mess. 9 There was considerable political instability, civil war and foreign domination. From 1353 until 1356 the city was under Giovanni Visconti, in 1396 it fell to France, in 1409 to Teodoro di Monteferrati and several years later, in 1421, it was back under the domination of Milan, in the control of Filippo Maria Visconti. At other times, government was in the hands of the doge, whose hold on power could be¯imsy. Between July and September 1393 there were ®ve successive doges. At the same time, however, Genoa managed to be an extremely important commercial player in the Mediterranean and the Banco di San Giorgio was to be, by the early sixteenth century, a formidable ®nancial power. Political instability at home left the Genoese colonies with a much freer hand than might otherwise have been the case in their dealings with the Turks.
Throughout this period Genoa's main rival in the Levant remained Venice, a state much more stable politically, and one with a much tighter control over its Levantine colonies. This rivalry resulted in various wars between Genoa and Venice, fought largely over control of the Black Sea and with largely inconclusive results for the balance of power between the two states in the eastern Mediterranean, the status quo remaining intact, with neither side being able to dominate the other. During the war of Curzola which took place between 1294 and 1299 the Venetians, in July 1296, set ®re to the Genoese commercial settlement in Pera, attacked Caffa and devastated Phokaea, while the Genoese, enraged at the burning of Pera, murdered the Venetian bailo and Venetian merchants. From a Genoese standpoint, the result of this war, which was ®nally settled by the treaty of Milan, signed on 25 September 1299, was that Genoa remained dominant in the Black Sea, but had sustained considerable loss in Pera and Caffa.
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From 1351 to 1355 Genoa and Venice were once more at war, in the war 9 For an account of the history of Genoa in this period see Steven A. Epstein, Genoa and the Genoese 958±1528 (Chapel Hill and London, 1996). 10 Balard, Romanie ge Ânoise, vol. I, pp. 58±61. of the Straits, in which the two sides again disputed control of the Black Sea, and the outcome of which made no appreciable difference to the balance of power between them in the region. 11 This applies equally to the outcome of the war of Tenedos, or the war of Chioggia, which ended with the peace of Turin, signed in August 1381. Once again, neither Genoa nor Venice had succeeded in gaining the upper hand, and the status quo prevailed. 12 From the early beginnings of the Ottoman state to the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople in 1453, the Ottomans and the Genoese maintained close relations. While the Genoese did on occasion take part in various antiTurkish leagues organised by Latin powers, they were not as active in this regard as their main maritime rival Venice, refusing, for example, to join the crusade against I Ç zmir in 1344. 13 Genoese behaviour was in part instrumental in ensuring that an anti-Turkish league between Genoa, Venice and Byzantium, urged by Pope Innocent VI in 1362±3 did not in fact get off the ground.
14 Even when Genoa was involved in anti-Turkish leagues, this does not always seem to have hampered contacts with the Turks, for Genoese sources show that there were frequent exchanges of embassies in the 1380s 15 while Genoa, in 1388, proposed an anti-Turkish league with Venice and a division of the Mediterranean into spheres of in¯uence between them, 16 and, in the same year, the Genoese of Pera entered into treaty arrangements with the Hospitallers of Rhodes, the Maona of Chios and Francesco Gattilusio of Mytilene. 17 Frequent Turkish±Genoese contacts, however, continued, in the 1390s, 18 although in 1392 the Maona of Chios, the Gatillusi of Lesbos and the Hospitallers of Rhodes discussed joint action against the Turks, 19 and at the beginning of the ®fteenth century, 20 and one may presume that this was true also for the much of the rest of the period but for which the sources have not survived. 21 As Professor Balard has said, for the Genoese`il e Âtait plus important de maintenir contre les pre Âtensions ve Ânitiennes les comptoirs ge Ânois et le re Âseau commercial constitue Â en Orient que de participer a Á une alliance de la chre Âtiente Â contre les Turcs'. 22 The Genoese certainly had close relations with the Turks, relations which began early on with Mentes Ëe, for Genoa made an alliance with the beylik in 1311 for a joint attack on Rhodes and the surrounding islands, 23 and with Saruhan to whom the Genoese of New Phokaea were paying tribute in return for freedom to trade soon after the construction of the new city. 24 Treaties were made between the Genoese and Saruhan in, probably, the late 1340s, 25 and with Hãzãr of Aydãn in 1351. 26 At the end of that year the Genoese requested provisions from Aydãn for their¯eet. 27 The treaty between the Genoese and the Ottoman ruler Murad I, enacted in 1387, is extant and, although no other Ottoman±Genoese treaty has apparently survived from the fourteenth century, the Genoese are known to have concluded treaties with the Ottomans in the winter of 1351±2 28 and in 1389.
29 They were also, together with the Byzantines, the Venetians and the Hospitallers, signatories to the treaty with Bayezid's son Su È leyman in 1403. 30 The Genoese were essentially pragmatic in their dealings with the Turks, something that was no doubt encouraged by the fact that Genoese Turkish policy was largely dictated by the Genoese on the spot in colonies such as Pera and Chios rather than directed from Genoa itself. Even during the siege of Constantinople, the Genoese of Pera managed to maintain their relations with the Turks while, simultaneously, siding with the defenders of the city, sending letters urgently requesting help to Genoa, ambassadors to the sultan in Edirne to renew treaty relations and express undying friendship, soldiers to Constantinople, oil for Turkish cannons to the sultan's camp and betraying Longo Giustiniano's scheme to set ®re to the Turkish ships. 31 Relations were such that when Turkish cannon sank a ship belonging to Genoese merchants of Pera, loaded with merchandise and ready to leave for Italy, the Perotes complained. Explaining that they had not realised that the ship belonged to the Genoese of Pera, taking it rather as belonging to the enemy, the Turks assured them that, after the capture of the city, the merchants would be fully indemni®ed. 32 Once Constantinople had fallen, what the Genoese really wanted was to have Pera back and to continue trading as before, a situation for which they were quite prepared to pay tribute. Their overriding concern was to ensure freedom of movement and, in particular, access to and from the Black Sea.
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Relations between the Turks and the Genoese were thus highly developed with a constant exchange of embassies and conclusion of treaties and agreements of one sort or another. The main motivating force behind these relations was money, generated by an active and lucrative commerce. 31 
